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ATTACHMENT "F"

DAHLIN
group

November 7, 2013

Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner
City of Antioch

200 H Street

Antioch, California 94509

RE: Plan Review for Lone Tree Way and Fair Side Way - Auto Zone
Dahlin Job: 1047.006

Dear Mindy,

The following is my review of the plans submitted for a new Auto Zone on Lone Tree Way at Fair Side Way
in Antioch. The plans received are dated 08/01/2011. The design is reviewed for consistency with Chapter
3.0 Commercial Design Guidelines of the City of Antioch Citywide Design Guidelines Manual.

3.1.2 Design Objectives:

In general the project fails to comply with the general goals of this section. The building lacks any real
articulation and tries to satisfy this basic requirement through the use of plan-on types of building plane
changes.

3.1.3 Site Planning:
3.1.3A Site Character / Compatibility:
The project substantially complies with this section.

3.1.3B Land Use Buffering:

The project substantially complies with this section with the exception of paragraph 4. The trash enclosure
and the driveway at the northern side of the property are both located immediately adjacent to existing
residential apartment buildings. It does not appear that much can be done about either, however, due to
the geometry of the site. It would seem that a larger landscape buffer along the northern property line
would be appropriate given the adjacency to the existing residences.

3.1.3C Building Siting:

The project fails to comply with the spirit of paragraph 2. While the corner has been angled, the purpose of
this section of the design guidelines is for the building to address the corner in an effective manner. Simply
angling a blank wall of the building does not celebrate or address the corner condition. The applicant
should consider possibly flipping the entire site plan so that the building is on the eastern edge of the
property with the open parking lot and landscaping at the corner. While this may not be a perfect solution,
it would put the active side of the building towards the streets instead of the inactive side.

3.1.3D Site Amenities:

Since this is a single building the proposed project substantially complies with this section. However given
the amount of paving that is proposed for the project, it would seem that some decorative paving and
possibly some more urban landscape treatments like tree grates within the paved area at the south eastern
corner of the building could be used to create a more attractive project without significant cost to the
project.

3.1.3E Site Utilities and Mechanical Equipment:

It appears that all roof mounted mechanical equipment is adequately screened by the proposed building
elements. It is not clear if there are site utilities, utility connections for the building or mechanical
equipment that need to be screened from public view per this section.

5865 Owens Drive +1-925-251-7200 WWW.DAHLINGROUP.COM
Pleasanton, California 94588 USA +1-925-251-7201 fax
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3.1.3F Trash and Storage Areas:

Compliance with this section cannot be determined by the documents submitted. There is no indication of
the trash enclosure structure, except for the location.

3.1.4 Architecture:

3.1.4A Architectural Imagery:

The project as submitted does not comply with this section. While the building is not totally unattractive, it
does not embrace any particular style of architecture either.

3.1.4B Building Form and Mass:

This project is not in compliance with this section at all. As submitted barely 50% of the building facing
Lone Tree Way (South Elevation) and none of the building facing Fair Side Way (West Eievation) has
glazing. The decorative metal accents provided as an attempt to break up the substantially flat facade of
this building and the applied stone, while nice, do not do anything to comply with this section. There are no
dimensions provided to the “applied” pilasters to the building but it would appear that there is less than a
six (6) inch differential between surfaces which is wholly inadequate to meet the standard of “new
structures shall be designed to avoid blank facades, particularly on major streets".

3.1.4C Wall Articulation:

The proposed design does not comply with this section of the guidelines. Paragraph 1b requires that in
order to break the long, flat, monolithic wall facade columns shall be 8 inches deep, it is not clear from the
provided drawings that the proposed design meets this standard. There are columns on the western side of
the building that seem to meet the minimum standard, but not on the western face of the building which
faces the street.

3.1.4D Roofs:

Clearly the submitted design does not have the full gabled, hipped and shed roofs that are “encouraged” by
this section. The parapet roof that is proposed is compliant with the requirement that the parapet not be
unbroken for more than 75 feet, and the proposed parapet roof design is successful in creating an
acceptable design.

3.1.4E Materials / Colors:

The proposed design is generally compliant with this section. The proposed finish of the stucco is not
indicated on the plans provided so compliance with paragraph 1a cannot be determined. The colors
proposed for the building are acceptable.

3.1.4F Building Equipment and Utility Screening:

The proposed building complies with this section with regard to the roof mounted equipment for this project.

As noted in the previous section, there is no indication of any site utility or mechanical equipment that may
need screening. There is a Key Note 15 referencing a new transformer on a concrete pad, but | could not
find a location of where this is to be placed.

3.1.4G Security:

The project is substantially compliant with this section. However, compliance with paragraph 1 cannot be
determined from the documents provided.

3.1.5 Storefront:
The project is in general conformance with this section.

3.1.6 Parking and Circulation:
The project is in substantial conformance with this section.

ARCHITECTURE | PLANNING
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3.1.7 Landscaping:

The project substantially complies with this section. However, it would appear that there is a conflict
between the landscaping drawings submitted and the site plan submitted. On Sheet 3 of the submittal
Package the plans indicate that at the South Eastern corner of the building there is a substantial concrete
area that adjoins the public sidewalk creating a mini plaza. In complete conflict with this, sheet L1
indicates this entire area is planted and that there is no connection between the public sidewalk and the
building affording no approach for a pedestrian onto the site except via the driveway. The solution proposed
by sheet L1 is not acceptable, there should be at least one entrance for a pedestrian onto the site via a
walk and | believe that the more urban solution of a mini plaza could be more interesting in this case with
the use of tree grates or other urban landscape solutions. Whichever direction the applicant chooses, this
conflict needs resolution.

3.1.8 Lighting:
There are two parking lot 20’ high yard lights proposed on the plan but there is not cut sheet provided for
these lights so compliance with this section cannot be determined at this time.

General Comments:

The project is fairly well designed for corporate architect. However the purpose of the city of Antioch
Design Guidelines is to DISCOURAGE the use of corporate architecture and this project does not even begin
to address that goal. The applicant should consider redesigning the project from the site planning through
the architecture in order to better address the goals of the commercial guidelines.

Respectfully Submi

Donald J Ruthroff/AIA
Associate / Senior Architect
C24946, exp. 10/31/2015
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ATTACHMENT "G"
Gentry, Mindy

From: Mark Marcotte [mkmarcotte @ aol.com)
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 12:34 PM
To: Gentry, Mindy

Subject: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Mindy: My name is Mark Marcotte. My brother and I own the Bella
Rose Apartments adjacent to northeast corner of Lone Tree Way and
Fairside Way.

In 2004, T worked with Karen Laws of the CCC Real Property
Division to have this parcel sold off as surplus land. She agreed
and we paid the fees necessary to expedite the process.
Unfortunately for us, the Liberty School District got first right
to it and did purchase the parcel. I met with Dan Smith explaining
my reason for wanting the parcel but he was unmoved. So here we
are.

I want to formally object to the proposal to put an AutoZone store
on this corner. It is just doesn't seem to fit the neighborhood.
If Autozone is denied, we have already told the School District
that we will purchase the lot for the same price. We would conform
to the existing zoning. We would add one 8 unit building and
landscaping on the parcel. The building would match our existing
buildings. Seems to me this would be a better use. No new
‘driveways would be needed and a lot less traffic than an auto
parts store would be generated.

Sincerely,
Mark Marcotte
400 May Road

Union City, CA 94526
510-870-6212



RECEIVED

DEC 31 2013
12/30/13
CITY OF ANTIOCH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
To City of Antioch,

We would like to write to voice our concern over the proposed building of an
AutoZone store on the corner of Fairside Way and Lone Tree Way in Antioch. We
have been homeowners here since 2001 and believe this would be a terrible
location for an AutoZone or any type of commercial business.

Here are some reasons this is bad idea:

1. This neighborhood has many children who often are playing in the street or
sidewalks that I feel would be in danger with additional traffic. The AutoZone
store would likely increase traffic not just on that corner but from people
taking a “shortcut” down Fairside Way to get in and out of the store parking
lot. We already have seen a significant increase in traffic in the past year or
so on Fairside Way from motorists backed up westbound Lone Tree Way
getting impatient with the red light and making a right hand turn onto
Fairside then speeding down our residential street to cut over to Vista
Grande.

2. 1think there would be increased noise from not only cars but all the other
things like garbage and delivery trucks to the business. We hear loud delivery
trucks even from the Lone Tree Plaza so this would be much louder being so
close to homes and apartments to echo off of. Also we live near a corner and

sometimes it’s tricky even backing out of our driveway with traffic coming
around the corner.

3. I'have also had experience in the past from living near an auto parts store
where people did noisy repairs in the parking lots at all hours then used the
side streets to “test drive” their vehicles (racing, revving motors etc). The
neighborhood also became a junkyard for abandoned cars that couldn’t be
repaired or were waiting for parts etc.

In short, a business doesn’t belong in the middle of a residential area and an auto
parts store especially would be very detrimental to all the surrounding area. As
homeowners and taxpayers here in Antioch I support wanting to build commercial
businesses just NOT in the middle of a heavily populated residential area.

thank you,

Debra and Darryl Janis
5334 Fairside Way
Antioch, CA 94531
(925) 628-9743
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